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Introduction
After more than 50 years of ongoing integration, 
the European Union still faces many challenges 
[42]. The need of strategic reforms of social, eco-
nomic, employment, education and environmen-
tal policies is therefore actual both at European 
and national levels. These reforms should lead to 
creation of a competitive knowledge society [38], 
[39], [40]. The Lisbon Strategy [29] was adopted 
in 2000 and focused on turning the European Uni-
on (EU) into “the most competitive and dynamic 
knowledge-based economy in the world” by 2010. 
At that time, the open method of co-ordination 
(OMC) was developed as a tool for institutionali-
zation of systematic learning processes between 
the Member States of the EU [33]. However, Eu-
ropean Employment Strategy [31], launched in 
1997, gave the initial momentum for development 
of the OMC. Many studies were dedicated for the 
analysis of the practice of OMC [1], [2], [7], [25], 
[33], [44], [45], [46], [47], [48], [49]. This article 
suggests a new procedure for implementation of 
the mutual learning process – one of the key ele-
ments of the OMC. Baležentis et al. [6] performed 
analysis of implementation of the Lisbon Strategy 
in the EU Member States. That study relies on the 
indicator system covering structural indicators.
Today it is obvious that many goals of the 
Lisbon Strategy for 2010 were not met. Therefo-
re the new strategy Europe 2020 was initiated in 
2010 [26]. The new strategy aims to the creati-
on of a growing and sustainable European eco-
nomy. Furthermore, greater policy coordination 
between national governments and the EU is 
an additional focal point of the strategy Europe 
2020. The OMC can thus be applied in this field 
as an instrument of governance.
The main aim of this article is to develop the 
OMC practice by offering new procedures for mu-
tual learning coordination between EU Member 
States, encompassing 1) a system of structural 
indicators, 2) application of multi-objective evalua-
tion methods, 3) determination of the direction of 
mutual learning. Hence, the following tasks were 
raised: 1) to describe the open method of co-or-
dination as well as Lisbon Strategy and strategy 
Europe 2020; 2) to transform goals of the strategy 
Europe 2020 into a system of structural indicators; 
and 3) to apply the multi-objective evaluation me-
thod MULTIMOORA. The analysis of this article is 
based on data from EUROSTAT covering the peri-
od 2005–2008. The article is organized into appro-
priate sections, describing 1) the raison d’être of 
the OMC, namely the Lisbon Strategy and strategy 
Europe 2020; 2) the OMC itself; and 3) application 
of MULTIMOORA with results of the analysis.
1. Fostering competitiveness of 
the European Union: the Lisbon 
Strategy and strategy Europe 2020
The most recent European Union strategies for 
improvement of competitiveness are overviewed 
in this section. The Lisbon Strategy covers peri-
od of 2000–2010, while the new strategy Europe 
2020 – that of 2010–2020.
The Lisbon Strategy was adopted at the 
Spring European Council in Lisbon, March 23-
24, 2000 [29]. The main objective of the strategy 
was defined as turning the European Union into 
the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-ba-
sed economy in the world, capable of sustainable 
economic growth with more and better jobs and 
greater social cohesion [20], [50].
Targets of the Lisbon Strategy are identified by 
either performance or policy indicators. Perfor-
mance indicators refer to economic outputs while 
policy indicators are results of governmental de-
cisions. Initially there were three main objectives 
defined, namely 1) creation of competitive, dyna-
mic and knowledge-based economy; 2) moderni-
zation of a European Social model; and 3) paying 
sufficient attention to environmental issues by 
applying appropriate policy-mix [19].
The open method of co-ordination was defined 
as an instrument of the Lisbon Strategy’s imple-
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mentation [33], [49]. This method encompasses 
1) joint identification and definition of objectives to 
be achieved (adopted by the European Council); 
2) joint introduction of measuring instruments (sta-
tistics, indicators, guidelines); and 3) international 
comparison of the Member States' performance 
(monitored by the European Commission). In addi-
tion, the practice of structural indicators application 
was developed. Currently, there are 79 structural 
indicators describing efforts of Member States in 
achieving Lisbon goals. They are classified into six 
groups: 1) general economic background; 2) em-
ployment; 3) innovation and research; 4) economic 
reform; 5) social cohesion; 6) environment. It is po-
ssible therefore to analyze integration and conver-
gence processes in various approaches.
However, it soon became clear that the Lisbon 
Strategy had been struggling and high level group 
chaired by Wim Kok affirmed that the strategy needs 
to be reviewed [21]. Therefore the Brussels Europe-
an Council updated the strategy in 2005, henceforth 
called the Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Jobs [27]. 
A new instrument, namely the National Reform Pro-
gramme, enabling the Member States to set their 
short-term objectives was introduced.
The renewed Lisbon Strategy had two headline 
targets to be reached by 2010: overall employment 
rate as close as possible to 70 % and R&D spending 
to reach 3 per cent of GDP (both are policy targets). 
The following additional goals can be outlined [19]:
1. Investing in people and modernising la-
bour markets. This target is identified by 
such indicators as employment rate (impro-
vements in the employment rates of women 
(59.1 per cent in the EU-27 in 2008 with a 
target of 60 per cent in 2010) and of ol-
der workers (44.7 per cent in the EU-27 in 
2007 with a target of 50 per cent of 55–64 
years olds by 2010) have contributed most 
to raising the employment rate [30]), avai-
lable childcare (90 per cent availability for 
pre-school children), rates of participation 
Tab. 1: Headline targets of the strategy Europe 2020 and appropriate structural indicators
Headline targets No. Structural indicators (dimensions)
Raising the employment rate for women 
and men aged 20–64 to 75 %
1.
Employment rate by gender, age group 20-64 
(per cent)
Raising combined public and private 
investment levels in research and develop-
ment to 3 % of GDP
2.
Gross domestic expenditure on R&D-GERD 
(per cent of GDP)
The "20/20/20" climate/energy targets 
should be met (including an increase to 
30 % of emissions)
3. Greenhouse gas emissions (index)
4.
Share of renewables in gross inland energy 
consumption (per cent)
5.
Energy intensity of the economy (kg OE per 
1000 EUR)
The share of early school leavers should 
be under 10 % and at least 40 % of the 
younger generation should have a tertiary 
degree
6.
Early leavers from education and training (per 
cent)
7.
Tertiary educational attainment by gender, age 
group 30-34 (per cent)
Promotion of social inclusion, in particular 
through the reduction of poverty, with aim 
to lift at least 20 million people out of the 
risk of poverty and exclusion
8. Population at risk of poverty or exclusion (ratio)
9.
People living in households with very low work 
intensity (per cent)
10. At risk of poverty after social transfers (ratio)
11. Severe material deprivation (per cent)
Source [28]
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in education processes (at least 85 per 
cent of 22 year olds should have comple-
ted upper secondary or a higher level of 
education). 
2. Unlocking business potential, especially for 
SMEs. The target is quantifiable through po-
licy indicators reflecting legal reductions, e. 
g. time required for setting up business. 
3. Investing in knowledge and innovation. 
R&D expenditure by businesses (to amount 
to 67 % of total R&D) and high-speed inter-
net penetration rate (100 per cent availabili-
ty in schools) are peculiar to this goal.
4. Energy and climate change. Policy indi-
cators for this goal includes reduction 
of greenhouse gas emissions (by 20 per 
cent), share of the renewable energy (20 
per cent), increase of energy efficiency 
thus saving up to 20 per cent in the energy 
consumption, share of biofuels in overall 
petrol and diesel consumption (to be inc-
reased up to 10 per cent). The first three 
targets are so–called “20/20/20” targets.
The last improvement of the Lisbon Strate-
gy was accomplished by adopting Community 
Lisbon Programme 2008–2010 [22] together 
with Integrated Guidelines for Growth and Jobs 
2008–2010 [23]. The need for improving abilities 
to use globalization benefits was stressed while 
keeping the strategy organized into economic, 
social and environmental sections.
The ongoing economic crisis raised new 
challenges for the European Union; therefore, 
a new strategy Europe 2020 was proposed by 
the European Commission [26] and adopted in 
the European Council [28]. It was stated, that 
strategy will help Europe recover from the crisis 
and come out stronger, both internally and at the 
international level, by boosting competitiveness, 
productivity, growth potential, social cohesion 
and economic convergence [28]. The five EU 
headline targets for strategy Europe 2020 are 
summarized in Tab. 1.
The Council of the European Union [24] adop-
ted six broad economic guidelines describing 
main characteristics EU and national develop-
ment policies should include. The guidelines 
stress the importance of smart, sustainable and 
inclusive growth. Smart growth means growth 
driven by knowledge and innovation fostered by 
reforms aimed at improving the quality of educati-
on, strengthening research and entrepreneurship 
throughout the Europe. Sustainable growth me-
ans decoupling economic growth from the use of 
resources, building an energy and resource-effici-
ent, sustainable and competitive economy. Inclu-
sive growth means building a cohesive society in 
which people are empowered to anticipate and 
manage change, thus to actively participate in so-
ciety and the economy. Member States' reforms 
should therefore ensure access and opportuni-
ties for all throughout the lifecycle, thus reducing 
poverty and social exclusion. Hence the Member 
States should prepare and implement their Nati-
onal Reform programmes based on the following 
broad guidelines:
1. Ensuring the quality and the sustainability 
of public finances;
2. Addressing macroeconomic imbalances;
3.  Reducing imbalances within the euro area;
4.  Optimising support for R&D and innovati-
on, strengthening the knowledge triangle 
and unleashing the potential of the digital 
economy;
5.  Improving resource efficiency and redu-
cing greenhouse gases;
6. Improving the business and consumer 
environment, and modernising and develo-
ping the industrial base in order to ensure 
the full functioning of the internal market.
Some authors [30], [37] argue that the Lisbon 
Strategy faced failure mainly because of supply-
-side and market-liberal orientation. The growing 
need for more sustainable approach in the new 
strategy therefore should be outlined. In addi-
tion new indicators covering social, economic, 
environmental and institutional dimensions of 
sustainable development [17], [18] should be 
developed.
The system of indicators was formed according 
to Table 1. Two indicators, namely population
at-risk-of-poverty or exclusion and at risk of poverty 
after social transfers, were presented in absolute 
values (thousands of inhabitants) therefore they 
were translated into relative ones by dividing them 
from total population in certain Member State. Sin-
ce the data covers period of 2005–2008, it will be 
possible to evaluate not only relative positions at 
the beginnings of the strategy Europe 2020, but 
also the progress Member States made without 
special programmes oriented towards aims of the 
latter strategy. However, limited data availability 
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from the recent period currently prevents from ex-
panding the investigation period.
The indicators are mostly socio-economic ori-
ented with only partly stressing sustainability. For 
the last point for instance many pollutants are 
not included. The indicators are not an indication 
of general well-being either, as many indicators 
such as on justice, health, security and in general 
on all forms of happiness are not included. The 
same for sustainability if sustainability is defined 
as well-being also for the later generations.
2 The main peculiarities of the 
Open Method of Co-ordination
The conclusions of the Lisbon European Coun-
cil [29] introduced the term “open method of 
co-ordination”. The method was a conceptually 
new tool for EU governance. The open method 
of co-ordination (OMC) is based on iterative ben-
chmarking of national progress in seeking com-
mon EU objectives and mutual learning [2]. The 
following general elements of the OMC are com-
monly outlined [47]:
- a dedicated committee representing the Mem-
ber States and assisted by the European insti-
tutions;
- guidelines and objectives adopted by the 
Council or the Commission of the EU;
- translation of the latter general EU goals into 
specific national ones;
- EU-level indicators and benchmarking system 
dedicated to measurement and comparison of 
progress as well as identification of the best 
practices;
- regular monitoring and joint evaluation ensu-
ring mutual learning.
European Employment Strategy (EES), launch-
ed in 1997, gave the momentum for development 
of the OMC. Nevertheless, the term “OMC” was 
not used at that time. This instrument is an exam-
ple of so called “soft” coordination since it en-
compasses no binding prescriptions for national 
policies. However, the OMC includes reporting of 
the Member States at the EU level [47]. Econo-
mic recession in early 1990s as well as failures 
in ratification of the Maastricht Treaty highlighted 
the need for reengineering the European project. 
While common broad objectives were agreed 
upon at the Lisbon Summit, the absence of con-
sensus about more detailed priorities led to crea-
tion of the OMC. The method thus allowed stake-
holders to agree on a working method at EU-level 
while keeping different views towards national po-
licies. Nakrošis and Vilpišauskas [41] described 
pattern of the EU management methods where 
the OMC is attributed with high level of autonomy 
as well as low level of binding obligations.
Tholoniat [47] describes three stages in deve-
lopment of the OMC: 1) experimental; 2) stream-
lining; and 3) maturity. The experimental phase 
continued up to year 2003 and was peculiar 
with proposals for new operational procedures, 
more detailed specifications of common prio-
rities in a range of policy fields. Such initiatives 
emerged from and involved actors from different 
levels, namely certain Directorates General, na-
tional ministries, businesses and NGOs. Infor-
mal initiatives contributed to the clarification of 
concepts, identification of common goals and 
laying ground for the EU action. These actions 
therefore resulted in new statistical knowledge, 
Committees and decision-making procedures, as 
well as financial support for research and mutual 
learning. Hence many new actors were involved 
in OMC processes thus forming new “epistemic 
communities”. The streamlining phase began in 
2003 when more political and academic attention 
was paid for OMC processes. During this phase, 
more focus had been on central administration ra-
ther than national and subnational stakeholders. 
Moreover, the bureaucratic burden had been 
increased thus raising the need for clarification 
of the policy priorities and simplification of proce-
sses. Consequently, the Lisbon Strategy was revi-
sed and several OMCs terminated between 2003 
and 2006. The period of maturity has begun sin-
ce with relative stability and institutionalization of 
OMC processes, which successfully survived the 
previous phases.
Heidenreich and Bischoff [33] prepared a stu-
dy focused on institutionalization aspect of the 
OMC. Since its beginnings, the EU has been 
aimed at achieving economic and social conver-
gence among its members. However, the Europe-
an social security system currently is nothing but 
a multi-level system of national redistributive po-
licies and supranational regulations [33]. These 
authors proposed an analytical framework for 
analysis of institutionalization processes of the 
OMC both at EU and national levels.
As it was mentioned before, the OMC is descri-
bed as a process of joint review and comparison of 
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progress in seeking for commonly agreed objecti-
ves. This comparison should result in exchange of 
experience as well as reciprocal learning and thus 
creation of a supranational level for consulting, 
definition and monitoring of national reform poli-
cies [33]. Being one of the most advanced forms 
of the OMC, the EES embodies common guide-
lines and objectives, indicators, National Action 
Plans (National Reform Programmes – NRP, sin-
ce 2005), joint evaluation of the results, exchange 
of the best practice and iteration of this cycle as 
its core components. Some authors [44], [34] 
hence derive the following main characteristics of 
the OMC: 1) new and more limited role of law; 2) 
a new approach to problem-solving; 3) enhanced 
participation of government and civil society by di-
fferent levels; 4) new ways of knowledge produc-
tion and policy learning; 5) preferable substitution 
principle sometimes of a lower order; 6) flexibility; 
and 7) multi-level integration in policy making.
As Heidenreich and Bischoff [33] concluded, the 
OMC has increased the level of participation of va-
rious stakeholders, especially those of sub-national 
level. Among actors from different levels of national 
government systems, NGOs were given an oppor-
tunity to get involved into decision making through 
the OMC. However, some authors raised the pro-
blem of lack of coordination at national as well as 
EU level [44]. At the EU level, such coordination 
is performed by bureaucratic, professionalized, 
not democratically legitimized and politically barely 
controllable committees [33]. The Employment Co-
mmittee, the Social Protection Committee and the 
Economic and Financial Committee can be enume-
rated as examples. These committees usually agree 
upon common objectives, guidelines, monitoring 
practice and propose further recommendations. 
Since members of these committees represent 
each Member State, the OMC involves sub-natio-
nal, national and supranational stakeholders in the 
processes of decision making thus creating episte-
mic communities in specific sectors.
The question of soft law efficiency is however 
the one of high importance. The commonly agre-
ed objectives of the OMC are not binding obli-
gations. Therefore the implementation of the 
guidelines becomes voluntary process at the 
national level. Consequently the need for tigh-
ter enforceability of the OMC objectives arises. 
On the other side, however, the absence of legal 
sanctions can be considered as a prerequisite for 
creative mutual learning and development of new 
procedures. To conclude, the boundary points re-
presenting sanctions and learning as well as par-
ticipation and bureaucratic coordination define 
implementation area where the OMC has to be 
placed by combining these diametrically opposite 
attributes.
Fig. 1: Relationships between stakeholders and processes of the open method of co-ordination
Source: designed by the authors.
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The OMC institutionalization processes occur 
in newly established social fields covering both 
EU and national level policies and stakeholders 
[33]. These fields encompass specific actors, or-
ganizations, issues, interests and rules. Hence, the 
Commission as well as its officials, the European 
Council with its committees, the European Parlia-
ment and national parliaments, national ministries, 
different NGOs, social partners, municipalities and 
regions are involved into the OMC processes. Fur-
thermore, these institutionalization processes can 
be analyzed in three dimensions, namely strategic, 
normative and cognitive. The normative dimension 
is represented by multiplicity of various targeting, 
monitoring and evaluation practices. The strategic 
dimension embodies the institutionalization of re-
gulatory structures resulting in many negotiation 
and exchange processes experienced between 
various actors, e. g. those between the Council 
and the Commission. The cognitive dimension is 
peculiar with creation of steering committees and 
repetition of coordination procedures resulting in 
mutual learning. The pattern of relationships in the 
social field of the OMC is presented in the Fig. 1.
Concluding all the above, the OMC is a power-
ful instrument of the soft law and thus offers the 
following advantages. Since the OMC embodies 
flexibility in seeking EU-wide goals, sovereign-
ty losses are minimized and political resistance 
overcome (i. e. discrepancies between national 
and EU agreements can be mitigated). Further-
more, blame for unpopular decisions contributing 
to EU-level goals can be transferred from local ac-
tors to the EU. Symbolic politics, namely actions 
against social exclusion, poverty and sluggish 
growth, may also be implemented at the EU level. 
Finally, the Member States can control their own 
policies without delegating powers to supranatio-
nal bodies thus avoiding loss of control.
 
3 Assessment of the EU Member 
States’ performance according to 
MULTIMOORA and the dominance 
theory
3.1 Ranking according to MULTI-
MOORA
This section contains an overview of the deve-
lopment of the MULTIMOORA method, presen-
tation of calculus and empirical analysis of the 
EU Member States’ efforts in seeking strategy’s 
Europe 2020 goals.
Multi-Objective Optimization by Ratio Analysis 
(MOORA) method was introduced by Brauers 
and Zavadskas [13] on the basis of previous re-
searches [8]. This method was extended [15] and 
therefore became a more robust method, namely 
MULTIMOORA (MOORA plus the full multiplica-
tive form). These methods have been applied in 
numerous studies [6], [9], [10], [11], [12], [14], 
[16] focused on regional studies, international 
comparisons and investment management. 
The MOORA method was proposed by Brauers 
and Zavadskas (2006). MOORA method begins 
with matrix X where its elements x
ij
 denote i-th al-
ternative of j-th objective (i =1, 2, ..., m and j =1, 
2,..., n). In this case we have n = 11 objectives – 
indicators – and m = 27 alternatives – European 
Union Member States. MOORA method consists 
of two parts: the ratio system and the reference 
point approach.
The Ratio System of MOORA. Ratio system de-
fines data normalization by comparing alternative 
of an objective to all values of the objective:
  ,
 
where x
ij
 denotes i-th alternative of j-th objective 
(in this case – j-th structural indicator of i-th sta-
te). Usually these numbers belong to the interval 
[–1; 1]. These indicators are added (if desirable 
value of indicator is maxima) or subtracted (if de-
sirable value is minima) and summary index of 
state is derived in this way:
 
  ,
where g = 1,..., n denotes number of objectives to 
be maximized. Then every ratio is given the rank: 
the higher the index, the higher the rank.
The Reference Point of MOORA. Reference 
point approach is based on the ratio system. The 
Maximal Objective Reference Point (vector) is 
found according to ratios found in formula (1). 
The j-th coordinate of the reference point can be 
described as r
j
 =max x
ij
  in case of maximization. 
Every coordinate of this vector represents maxi-
ma or minima of certain objective (structural indi-
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cator). Then every element of normalized respon-
ses matrix is recalculated and final rank is given 
according to deviation from the reference point 
and the Min-Max Metric of Tchebycheff:
 . 
The Full Multiplicative Form and MULTIMO-
ORA. Brauers and Zavadskas (2010, pp. 13-14) 
proposed MOORA to be updated by the Full Mul-
tiplicative Form method embodying maximization 
as well as minimization of purely multiplicative 
utility function. Overall utility of the i-th alternative 
can be expressed as dimensionless number:
  , 
 
where , i =1, 2, ..., m denotes the product 
of objectives of the i-th alternative to be maximi-
zed with g =1,..., n being the number of objectives 
(structural indicators) to be maximized and where
 denotes the product of objectives of 
the i–th alternative to be minimized with n - g be-
ing the number of objectives (indicators) to be mi-
nimized. Thus MULTIMOORA summarizes MOO-
RA (i. e. Ratio System and Reference point) and 
the Full Multiplicative Form. Ameliorated Nominal 
Group and Delphi techniques can also be used 
to reduce remaining subjectivity [15].
EUROSTAT provided the data for the system of 
indicators which identify objectives of the strate-
gy Europe 2020. This indicator database cove-
ring the period 2005–2008 is presented in Table 
5 (Annex A). Due to limited data availability some 
values for 2005 were interpolated for Bulgaria 
and Romania. The data therefore cover 27 Mem-
ber States, 2 years and 11 structural indicators, 
594 observations in total.
The initial data were translated in dimension-
less ratios according to formula (1) and (2) of 
the Ratio System of MOORA. Formula (3) used 
the ratios obtained in formula (1) to calculate 
the distances to the Reference Point of MO-
ORA. Finally, the Full Multiplicative Form used 
the initial data to rank the Member States accor-
ding formula (4) (see Table 5, Annex A; N. B. 
intermediary calculations are available from the 
authors upon request). The described procedu-
re was repeated two times for the years 2005 
and 2008.
If we would use for MULTIMOORA the total of 
the ranks of the ratio system, the reference point 
and the multiplicative form at that moment we 
would work ordinal and arrive in the rank correla-
tion method [35]. The most robust multi-objective 
method has to satisfy the following condition: the 
method of multiple objectives based on cardinal 
numbers is more robust than this one based on 
ordinal numbers. "An ordinal number is one that 
indicates order or position in a series, like first, 
second, etc." [36]. Robustness of cardinal num-
bers is based first on the saying of Arrow (1974): 
“Obviously, a cardinal utility implies an ordinal pre-
ference but not vice versa” [3] and second on the 
fact that the four essential operations of arithme-
tic: adding, subtracting, multiplication and division 
are only reserved for cardinal numbers [9].
3.2 Application of the dominance 
theory
3.2.1 Axioms on Ordinal and Cardinal 
Scales
1. A deduction of an Ordinal Scale, a ranking, 
from cardinal data is always possible [3].
2. An Ordinal Scale can never produce a series 
of cardinal numbers [3].
3. An Ordinal Scale of a certain kind, a ranking, 
can be translated in an ordinal scale of ano-
ther kind.
 In application of Axiom 3 Brauers and Zavad-
skas (2011) translated the ordinal scale of the 
three methods of MULTIMOORA in another one 
based on Dominance, being Dominated, Transiti-
vity and Equability.
3.2.2 Dominance, being Dominated, 
Transitiveness and Equability
The three methods of MULTIMOORA are assu-
med to have the same importance. Stakeholders 
or their representatives like experts may have 
a  different importance in ranking but this is not 
the case with the three methods of MULTIMO-
ORA. These three methods represent all exis-
ting methods with dimensionless measures in
multi-objective optimization and consequently all 
the three have the same important significance.
Dominance. Absolute Dominance means that 
an alternative, solution or project is dominating 
 *min max j iji j r x (3)
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in ranking all other alternatives, solutions or pro-
jects which are all being dominated. This abso-
lute dominance shows as rankings for MULTI-
MOORA: (1–1–1). General Dominance in two 
of the three methods is of the form with a < b < 
< c < d: 
(d–a–a) is generally dominating (c–b–b);
(a–d–a) is generally dominating (b–c–b);
(a–a–d) is generally dominating (b–b–c);
and further transitiveness plays fully.
Transitiveness. If a dominates b and b domina-
tes c than also a will dominate c.
Tab. 2: Ranking of the 27 Member States of the EU after MULTIMOORA objectives 
of Table 1 (2005–2008)
Rank
( 2005)
Member State
MULTIMOORA
(2005)a
Rank 
(2008)b
MULTIMOORA
(2008)a
Change 
in ranks
Core states
1 Sweden 1–1–1 1 1–1–1 0
2 Finland 2–2–3 2 2–2–3 0
3 Denmark 3–4–2 3 3–4–2 0
4 Austria 4–3–4 4 4–3–5 0
5 Slovenia 7–5–5 6 9–5–7 –1
6 France 5–12–6 8 7–11–9 –2
7 Germany 6–15–8 7 8–9–8 0
8 Netherlands 9–20–7 9 6–19–6 –1
9 Luxembourg 8–25–9 5 5–22–4 4
Semi–peripheral states
10 Estonia 15–6–14 10 12–6–10 0
11 Latvia 13–7–18 14 13–10–15 –3
12 Spain 16–13–10 12 19–12–12 0
13 Belgium 10–21–13 13 10–20–13 0
14 United Kingdom 11–24–11 17 16–24–17 –3
15 Czech Republic 12–19–15 11 11–18–11 4
16 Ireland 14–22–12 15 14–21–14 1
17 Italy 17–11–16 20 21–13–20 –3
18 Lithuania 20–8–19 16 15–8–16 2
Peripheral states
19 Portugal 22–9–17 18 20–7–18 1
20 Greece 18–14–20 22 22–17–22 –2
21 Cyprus 19–23–21 21 18–23–21 0
22 Hungary 21–17–22 24 24–15–24 –2
23 Slovakia 23–18–23 19 17–14–19 4
24 Poland 25–16–24 23 23–16–23 1
25 Romania 26–10–25 26 26–27–25 –1
26 Malta 24–26–26 25 25–25–27 1
27 Bulgaria 27–27–27 27 27–26–26 0
a – each three figures corresponds respectively to the Ratio System, Reference Point and Full Multiplicative Form;
b – underlined classifications show a change in ranking from 2005 to 2008.
Source: Own computation
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Overall Dominance of one alternative on the 
next one. For instance (a–a–a) is overall domina-
ting (b–b–b) which is overall being dominated, 
with (b–b–b) following immediately (a–a–a) in 
rank (transitiveness is not playing).
Equability. Absolute Equability has the form: for 
instance (e–e–e) for 2 alternatives. Partial Equa-
bility of 2 on 3 exists e. g. (5–e–7) and (6–e–3).
Circular Reasoning. Despite all distinctions in 
classification some contradictions remain possi-
ble in a kind of Circular Reasoning. We can cite 
the case of: 
Object A (11–20–14) > Object B. (14–16–15);
Object B (14–16–15) > Object C (15–19–12); but
Object C (15–19–12) > Object A (11–20–14).
Here, the operator > represents a General Do-
minance. In such a case the same ranking is gi-
ven to the three objects.
By applying the Dominance Theory on the ran-
king of the EU Member States Table 2 represents 
the results.
According to the definition of absolute domi-
nance, Sweden absolutely dominated all the sta-
tes. Finland which generally dominated Denmark 
and as Denmark generally dominated next coun-
try namely Austria it will by transitiveness ipso 
facto have dominated all the other states. Neither 
cases of equability nor of a circular reasoning 
were found. Certain cases of Overall Dominance 
of one alternative on the next one have been ob-
served (see Table 3).
The MULTIMOORA method provided ranks for 
the EU Member States thus enabling to evaluate 
their relative performance in seeking common go-
als. Here we divide 27 Member States into three 
groups, namely the Core, Semi-periphery, and 
Periphery, resembling their relative achievements 
in 2005 and 2008.
Comparison of the final ranks in 2005 and 
2008 provides us with some additional informa-
tion. As we can see from the data in the last co-
lumn of Table 2, the changes in ranks varied from 
descent by four places to ascent by the same four 
places.
In 2005 all countries except Romania and Bul-
garia were EU members. The last ones joined in 
January 2007, whereas Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, 
Estonia, Slovenia, Slovakia, the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Cyprus and Malta (the Group of Ten) 
were the last to join before 2005. One of these 
countries, namely Slovenia, succeeded to pene-
trate in the Core group.
The year 2008 was in the middle of the serious 
recession in the High-Income Countries from the 
end of 2007 until 2009 included. The definition 
of this period is the conclusion of the symposium 
Macroeconomics after the Financial Crisis 2010 
with articles from Hall (2010), Ohanian (2010), 
and Auerbach et al. (2010), also Baldwin (2010) 
discussed this issue in-depth [4], [5], [32], [43]. 
After the figures from Table 2 relatively speaking 
Luxemburg, the Czech Republic, Ireland, Lithu-
ania, Portugal, Slovakia, Poland and Malta were 
better off than the other Member States. On the 
contrary, Slovenia, France, the Netherlands, Lat-
via, United Kingdom, Italy, Greece, Hungary and 
Romania were worse off than the others ones.
The findings mostly rely on the fact that the 
applied system of indicators is limited compared 
to this one a well-being and sustainable develo-
pment society needs. In addition further studies 
with application of significance coefficients for 
Tab. 3: The cases of overall dominance on the next country
Overall dominance Overall dominated Overall dominance Overall dominated
Year 2005 Year 2008
Sweden (1–1–1) Finland (2–2–3) Sweden (1–1–1) Finland (2–2–3)
Austria (4–3–4) Slovenia (7–5–5) Austria (4–3–5) Slovenia (9–5–7)
France (5–12–6) Germany (6–15–8) Hungary (24–15–24) Malta (25–25–27)
Greece (18–14–20) Cyprus (19–23–21)
Hungary (21–17–22) Slovakia (23–18–23)
Malta (24–26–26) Bulgaria (27–27–27)
Source: Own computation
EKONOMIE
E + M EKONOMIE A MANAGEMENT 2 / 2011 strana  15
objectives are important. Furthermore, new data 
from after the depression period 2007–2009 will 
be more effective for the strategy Europe 2020.
Conclusion
The Lisbon Strategy was initiated in 2000 ai-
med at turning the European Union into the most 
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based eco-
nomy in the world by 2010. Being based on rather 
wishful thinking and on the unexpected 2007-
2009 severe depression this target was a serious 
mistake. Therefore a new project was launched 
under the name of Europe 2020.
In this article the Multi-Objective evaluation 
method, MULTIMOORA, was applied when ana-
lyzing a system of structural indicators, covering 
headline targets of the strategy Europe 2020. 
The data used cover the years 2005 and 2008, 
enabling to identify the progress of the EU Mem-
ber States before adoption of the strategy Europe 
2020. According to ranks given by MULTIMOO-
RA, the Member States were classified into three 
groups: high performance Core States, medium 
performance Semi-Peripheral States and low per-
formance Peripheral States. The analysis shows 
that there is still a big difference in economic and 
social performance of the Member States.
Nevertheless in order to take away the influ-
ence of the 2007–2009 recession more recent 
data are needed. In addition further studies with 
application of significance coefficients for the ob-
jectives are important. Furthermore besides this 
socio-economic modelling a more general model 
with the leading structural indicators of general 
well-being and sustainable development are ne-
eded. 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STRATEGY EUROPE 2020 BY THE MULTI–OBJECTIVE EVA-
LUATION METHOD MULTIMOORA
Alvydas Baležentis, Tomas Baležentis, Willem K. M. Brauers
The Lisbon Strategy was initiated by the European Union in 2000 in order to turn the European 
Union into the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world by 2010. The 
Lisbon Strategy recognized the open method of co-ordination (OMC) as the EU-level governance 
tool. In the presence of the failure of the 2010 strategy the EU Member States adopted a new one 
as Europe 2020. Headline targets of the new strategy include an increase of the employment level, 
encouraging Research and Development, ensuring sustainable development and reducing social 
exclusion. The aim of this article is the development of the OMC practice by offering new proce-
dures namely a system of structural indicators and the application of a multi-objective evaluation 
method. Being suitable for international comparisons, the multi-objective method MULTIMOORA 
is applied for analyzing a system of structural indicators and for covering headline targets of the 
strategy Europe 2020. The data cover the period 2005–2008 enabling to identify the progress of 
the EU Member States before adoption of the strategy Europe 2020. According to ranks given by 
MULTIMOORA, the Member States are classified into three groups: high performance, medium 
performance, and low performance states.
Key Words: European Union, strategy Europe 2020, the open method of co-ordination (OMC), 
multi-objective evaluation, MULTIMOORA, dominance theory.
JEL Classification: C44, N14, N44.
